
SCRUTINY COMMISSION 4
Minutes of a meeting of Scrutiny Commission 4 held on Thursday, 
6th November, 2008 at 6.00 p.m. in the Reception Suite, Civic Offices, Telford 

PRESENT:
Councillors K.L. Tomlinson (Chairman), R.K. Austin, R. Aveley, A.A. Meredith, C.R.P. Mollett, H. Rhodes and K.S. Sahota

M. Viney (Co-opted Member)

ALSO PRESENT:
Pete Jackson (Head of Community & Neighbourhoods), Tom Currie (Safer Communities Strategic Manager), David Johnson (Head of Human Resources), Marie Whitefoot (Organisational Development Manager), Councillor Adrian Lawrence (Cabinet Member:  Resources) and Alison Smith (Scrutiny Manager)
SC4-28
MINUTES

RESOLVED – that the minutes of the meeting of Scrutiny Commission 4 held on Tuesday, 7th October, 2008 be confirmed and signed by the Chairman. 
SC4-29
APOLOGY FOR ABSENCE

Councillor N. Dugmore 
SC4-30
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST AND PARTY WHIP

None.

SC4-31
UPDATE ON VALUE FOR MONEY SCRUTINY MONITORING GROUP
Councillor Louise Lomax, Chairman of the cross-party Value for Money (VFM) Scrutiny Group gave an oral up date on the work of the Group, which was a sub-group of the Scrutiny Commission.  Its remit was to:  
a) be the main mechanism by which the Cabinet will formally consult scrutiny on the consideration of their budget proposals and allow non-executive members full access to all Council financial data;

b) monitor the service and financial performance of Council services through regular review of performance monitoring reports.

Councillor Lomax set out the issues which had been considered by the Group during the course of the 2008-09 municipal year, including recycling rates and the value of materials being recycled.  She explained that the Group had adopted a different approach to scrutinising value for money i.e. that of cost against outcome.  The Group had identified a list of services which were outliers when looking at the average cost of the service per head.  For those services identified, the relevant Business Managers were invited to attend VFM meetings to explain why the additional costs were either justified or overstated.  Following this discussion VFM Members could agree with the Business Managers up to three actions which they would take to lower the cost or to provide better value for money; this to be reported on in six months time.  It was hoped that this would result in officers being able to show that hat their services provided value for money or that appropriate action to do so had been taken.  The services identified to be scrutinised on this basis were open spaces, street cleansing, housing benefit administration and non-school funding (youth & community and education psychology). 
Future work of the VFM Group would be scrutiny of the Budget Strategy for 2009-10 and further work on the TWS contract.

Points Raised:
· With regard to the scrutiny of the TWS contract in relation to street cleansing, hedge cutting and white lining, Councillor Hilda Rhodes commented that she had concerns relating to white lining.
Councillor Louise Lomax replied that the Group would consider the value for money received from the contract by first establishing the level and range of service currently received and then by scrutinising this information to establish whether these were appropriate.  All councillors would be asked to provide information on any issues they had encountered with the contract.
· With regard to the scrutiny of recycling rates and the value of materials being recycled Councillor Karen Tomlinson requested information on the scope of this work.
Alison Smith explained that this had resulted from the rise in commodity prices internationally.  The Group had looked at the levels of profit being made by the companies contracted to the Council for the recycling of respective materials, e.g. metals.  Councillor Louise Lomax added that a report on had been be prepared by Katherine Kynaston, Manager, Development Plans & Sustainability, which could be shared with the members of the Scrutiny Commission for Community & Resources. 
· Councillor Louise Lomax explained that the review of the TWS contract was timely given that it was due to be reviewed by the Council in 2009, when a break in the contract would allow the Council, if it wished, to re-negotiate the cost of individual elements of the contract following review of current requirements, including value for money.  
Action:

· Copy of report prepared by the Manager, Development Plans & Sustainability to be circulated to members of Scrutiny Commission 4.
SC4-32
USE OF CCTV 

The briefing note for Members provided an overview of the current approach being taken to deploy CCTV to tackle anti-social behaviour and crime within the Borough.  Historically, CCTV provision in Telford & Wrekin had developed in a disparate manner, without the benefit of a clear set of objectives to ensure an effective approach but a strategic approach was now required in order to meet the Home Office guidance, as part of the Government’s Crime Reduction Programme, which highlighted that the provision and location of CCTV, both fixed and re-deployable, should be supported by reliable evidence of its cost effectiveness and sustainability.

As a first step, the Council had fitted digital systems in Wellington, Oakengates and Dawley, which were recognised as forming the infrastructure for surveillance in Telford & Wrekin’s night time economy.  These would also provide the nucleus around which any further development of CCTV would take place.  To supplement these fixed cameras the Safer & Stronger Communities Partnership had funded the purchase of a mobile camera system called Dome-hawk which was managed exclusively by the Police and which could, when placed on enabled lamp posts in identified hot spot areas, be monitored by way of a microwave link to ‘line of site’ lap top monitors.  Deployment of Dome-hawks was directed by the Joint Tasking Group under the auspices of the Safer & Stronger Communities Partnership.  A protocol had been established with Environmental Maintenance Services to prioritise the installation of camera fitting points on lampposts throughout Telford & Wrekin, with 102 lampposts currently having been enabled.  This agreement would ensure that crime and ASB ‘hotspot’ areas were prioritised in any future renewal or upgrading work.  

Points Raised:
· Pete Jackson said that the recent report to Cabinet on the use of CCTV had received considerable coverage in the local media and issues had been raised concerning the civil liberties implications.  This highlighted the need to balance community safety with individual freedoms.
A key challenge in operating a CCTV system was that of effective monitoring and this would be provided through the Service Level Agreement with Shrewsbury & Atcham Borough Council.  This in turn would be supplemented by the accredited staff operating from the Oakengates sub-control centre.  
The use of CCTV was subject to legal requirements regarding what could be monitored, to what use this information could be put, and what contact there was with the public and partners.  Therefore, protocols were in place governing the use of such information.  In addition, compliance was made with the Standards of the Security Industries. 
· Tom Currie, Safer Communities Manager, commented on the long term investment implications of extending live and pro-active CCTV to other areas of the Borough and the need to maximise the resources available and the information provided.  For example, the current equipment meant that incidents could be immediately followed up by police foot patrols, or operations targeted at suspects and evidence provided in line with RIPA (Regulatory Investigative Powers Act).  The value of information gained in this way was that it provided evidence to the public of the pro-active use CCTV in tackling crime. 
· Councillor Hilda Rhodes said that members of the public were not always confident that the Dome-hawk mobile cameras were working. 

Tom Currie explained that this may have been the case in the past but that the upgraded and newly installed cameras were working.  However, in the case of break down they could be quickly repaired.  Cameras could not be installed in every location but they were placed in areas with predicted high levels of crime, as identified through the assessments of the Joint Tasking Group.  
· Councillor Hilda Rhodes made reference to the reluctance of the public to report incidents due to their perception that the police would take no action.  This issue had been raised at local PACT meetings but without success.
Tom Currie explained that initiatives were being progressed to encourage people to report incidents/crimes, for example by building up relationships with local Community Support Officers.
· Councillor Kuldip Singh Sahota asked for information on the status of the CCTV equipment installed by Dawley Parish Council.
Tom Currie informed him that the cameras had been upgraded and were now fully operational.  The system was now monitored on ‘key’ evenings (Thursday, Friday and Saturday) and recorded on a 24/7 basis.
· Councillor Roger Aveley referred to the original system installed in Dawley, which could not be monitored.

Tom Currie agreed that this had been the case but they were now monitored through the control centre at Shrewsbury via fibre optic cable.  The system allowed for constant recording and would permit individual cameras to be moved, panned or rotated in order to capture incidents.  Monitoring took place at the core times with images at other times being recorded and retrievable.  
· Councillor Roger Aveley asked if figures were available for the amount of incidents/crimes dealt with through the use of CCTV and whether publication of this information could be used to make the public aware of its benefits. 
Tom Currie agreed and said that several press releases had already been issued and that the advantages of CCTV would be promoted by the Council whenever possible to provide re-assurance to the public.  He took the opportunity to inform Members that the monitoring arrangements with Shrewsbury & Atcham Borough Council were to be formally launched on the 27th November in order to highlight the partnership.  It was intended to invite the Leader of the Council and other appropriate Members to this event.
· Councillor Alan Mackenzie asked what would be the cost to a local centre of installing CCTV equipment.

Tom Currie explained that the costs could be high but depended upon what infra-structure was already in place e.g. Newport had only needed to pay for a link to the monitoring centre.  

· Councillor Kuldip Singh Sahota referred to the need for compliance with Codes of Practice, etc. and the costs incurred by a Freedom of Information Request relating to CCTV.
Tom Currie said that, if a FOI request was received, an assessment of the time involved in providing the response would be carried out.  If the person/organisation requesting the information had the right to ask and the work involved was proportional, then a system was available within the Code of Practice to provide a response.  
· Councillor Roger Aveley asked for information regarding the number of staff, the number of monitoring screens, and the schedules of work for each screen available at the Shrewsbury control centre.
In response Tom Currie offered to arrange a visit (for small numbers) to the control centre.  He explained that a designated officer was responsible for monitoring the Telford area and had a total of sixteen images to work with, which was the usual number for a trained operator.  In addition, the images on the control room screens could be transferred to the police control centre if necessary.  He also informed Members that under the RIPA Regulations the monitoring of any police tactical operations had to be by accredited staff.
· Councillor Clive Mollett referred to the fact that requests for information were subject to Subject Data Access Regulations under the Data Protection Act and asked if a fee was charged to deter vexatious requests.
Tom Currie confirmed that it was intended that a charge would be made and agreed to provide this information to the Scrutiny Manager for circulation to all Members of the Commission.
· Councillor Roger Aveley asked for what length of time images on the system were retained.
Tom Currie replied that they were kept for thirty-one days unless required as evidence.
· Councillor Karen Tomlinson asked the following questions:

· In which other District Centres had CCTV been developed and which were still in operation?
Tom Currie explained that a number of Centres had the equipment but that it was neither up-to-date nor linked to the monitoring system.  Unfortunately, the costs would be high to introduce monitoring to cover all the Centres.  

· Did any parish/town councils pay towards the CCTV in their areas?
Tom Currie said that funding was shared between those councils and the Borough Council.  Once a CCTV Strategy had been produced and agreed, that would provide standards on the responsibilities of each tier of council for CCTV in a particular area.
· What was the long-term plan with regard to the installation of CCTV within other areas of the Borough and in specific areas such as identified ‘hot spots’ and was there a budget allocation to cover future installations?
Tom Currie explained that CCTV would not solve all the problems experienced in the Borough and that other measures could be more appropriate, e.g. Community Support Officers.  Any decision to install CCTV would be made in the context of the resources available.  
· Were the Dome-hawks now working correctly?
Tom Currie confirmed that they were and explained that the images could be down-loaded by a police officer within range depending upon the siting of the camera.
· In what circumstances would the Dome-hawk cameras be used?
Tom Currie confirmed that they would be used in high crime areas, for incidents of street violence and of burglary.  ‘Hotspots’ for their use were identified by the Crime & Safer Communities Partnership and the police.  Once a location had been identified the Council’s Environmental Maintenance section would activate an appropriate light column.  

· In what ways did CCTV have the greatest effect, i.e. as a deterrent, by identifying perpetrators or as a tool to provide evidence for court hearings?
Tom Currie responded that the outcomes of the newly installed systems needed to be monitored in line with the Performance Indicators set by the Audit Commission.  

· When would this be available?

Tom Currie said that a further report would be submitted to the Cabinet in the New Year following which the monitoring information should be available in the second half of 2009.

· Given that the technology available for CCTV could change quickly, were there sufficient resources available to procure new equipment?
Tom Currie explained that the current budget allocation had been utilised and any upgrading of equipment would require a new budget allocation.  

Action:

· Figures for the number of crimes dealt with through information recorded by CCTV to be provided for Members.

· Visits to the control centre in Shrewsbury to be arranged by the Safer Communities Manager and those Members wishing to be included to contact the Scrutiny Manager.

· Safer Communities Manager to inform Members of the fee charged for Freedom of Information Requests and numbers of such requests received relating to the use of CCTV.

· Budget allocation for CCTV to be kept under consideration by Scrutiny.
SC4-33
UPDATE ON EMPLOYEE SURVEY 2007
Councillor Adrian Lawrence, Cabinet Member:  Resources introduced the presentation on the action taken in response to the Employee Survey for 2007 and Marie Whitefoot, Learning & Development Manager, provided detail on the Key Messages of the Survey and the particular actions taken to respond to the perceptions of bullying identified by employees.  In addition, a briefing note had been provided for Members.
The Key Messages related to the positive responses and the ‘could do better’ responses.  Among the ‘could do better’ Key Messages 9.8% of employees had identified bullying by management and 12% had identified bullying by customers.  Whilst ‘bullying by management’ had risen from 6.4% in 2005 this was ‘inevitable’ following the expansion of the questions in the 2007 survey in order to deepen the understanding of this issue.    
In order to tackle perceptions of bullying a comprehensive corporate Action Plan, incorporating these results and feedback from the IiP assessment, had been developed supported by Portfolio Action Plans and Business Plans.  Regular monitoring of the actions was undertaken through the People Strategy Group.  
Other initiatives had been introduced to combat bullying and to tackle the management of personal performance and workload, communications, and inconsistency across Business Units.

Points Raised:
· Maurice Viney asked if managers were sent on courses to help them deal with the problems identified in the Survey and if a manager was informed of the responses made.

Marie Whitefoot confirmed that there was a suite of courses and refresher courses available.  Managers were informed of comments received from employees.  In addition, the Counselling Service checked the responses for any consistency in the complaints.  Employees also had the option of making an informal approach through the Council’s Grievance Procedure.
· Councillor Kuldip Singh Sahota asked if bullying by management included that by elected members.
David Johnson replied that it did.  Bullying by elected members had been an issue in the past but had reduced since the 2005 Survey.  He also clarified that ‘bullying by management’ did not necessarily relate to an individual’s line manager and could relate to any other manager within the authority.  

· Councillor Roger Aveley commented that instances of bullying would have an effect upon the morale of the workforce.

David Johnson said that this was a difficult time for the Council as shrinking resources and higher expectations did place pressure on employees.  However, Human Resources provided support to help managers and employees meet change in a positive way.

· Councillor Roger Aveley asked how many employees were absent due to stress.
David Johnson responded that the sickness absence levels for 2008-09 to date were pleasing when compared to those of 2007-08 and Telford & Wrekin compared very favourably to other local authorities in this respect.  Although one-third of days lost to sickness was the result of stress or anxiety this was not always work related but could result from personal circumstances.  The Council did acknowledge that stress was an illness and endeavoured to deal with it in an appropriate way.
· Councillor Kuldip Singh Sahota commented on the response rate to the Survey of 51% and said that he would have expected it to be higher.

David Johnson explained that this was good when compared to the response rate in other local authorities for what was a voluntary Survey and very thorough.  A higher return rate had been achieved by varying some of the categories and questions but this could only be done on a limited basis so as not to affect comparisons with previous Surveys.  Many staff did not fill in the Survey as they were in locations remote from Civic Offices.  Questions relating to Senior Management had now been taken out of the Survey to try and make it more relevant to these work locations.  He emphasised that completion was not compulsory.  Compulsion was not a healthy approach and would probably result in the replies not always being honest or accurate.

· Councillor Kuldip Singh Sahota asked if there had been any claims for constructive dismissal arising from bullying or any claims of sexual harassment.
David Johnson replied that constructive dismissal claims relating to bullying were very rare and claims of sexual harassment were of very minor incidence.  It was acknowledged that there was a need for strong performance monitoring by managers but this should not become bullying.  However, the difference between the two could be subjective from an employee’s perspective.  Harassment was addressed through the introduction of ‘Dignity at Work’ and/or application of disciplinary sanctions or a mediation approach was taken to issues when they were the result of personality clashes.

· Councillor Karen Tomlinson asked the following questions:

· Were there any plans to include a question in next year’s Survey relating to the effect of Job Evaluation (JE) on morale in order to try and offset any negative effects on the general Survey results?
David Johnson replied that this was currently being considered but would depend upon the timing of the introduction of Single Status.  It was planned to send out the Survey form in May as usual but the results of Job Evaluation might not be available then.  Consideration was being given to a question on process and communication on this issue.
· Would the effects of JE be shown given the length of time it had been ongoing?
David Johnson said that the outcome of Single Status would mean that there would be some employees whose jobs were down-graded in relative pay terms and this would have an impact in the Survey.  What was important was that the turbulence and loss of morale effects of Single Status were minimised as far as possible.

· Given the low response rate from employees in the Children & Young People Portfolio, what was being done to help raise these for the next Survey?
The response rate in C&YP was low because the results were broken down to the level of small Business Units in order to achieve the necessary level of data analysis.  However, employees tended to believe that by analysing the data to this level, particularly in small Units, individuals could be identified;  therefore they did not complete a Survey form.  To try and overcome this problem, the next Survey would not identify any Business Units with less than twenty employees.
· What were the trends regarding bullying by colleagues, managers, customers and elected members?
The incidence of bullying by management had been steadily decreasing until the new related questions had been introduced in the 2007 Survey.  It was hoped that, following the Action Plan being put in place, the incidence would again decrease. 
· Would the same questions on bullying be asked in the next Survey?
Marie Whitefoot said that fewer questions would probably be asked in future as the Council was now aware of what employees saw as bullying.

· How could Survey results be compared between years if the questions were changed?
Marie Whitefoot explained that this would be done by only benchmarking questions that were constant in all Surveys.
· Given the actions to combat bullying at all levels throughout the Council, as set out in the presentation, in what ways would the outcomes be measured?
Marie Whitefoot said that the results of the next Survey would be a key measure.  Each Portfolio was taking the issue of bullying seriously through targeted workshops for managers and by providing support and understanding of the processes available to them.  
David Johnson added that clear service standards had been set for what was expected of Human Resources and what was expected of managers and colleagues in applying employee policies.  In the years between the Surveys, managers were encouraged to undertake Health & Safety Stress Audits.  

· How had employees been involved in the drawing up of Action Plans at a portfolio and corporate level and what progress had been made?  Could the Action Plan be shared with employees and monitored?
Marie Whitefoot said that, at a corporate level, Portfolio Focus Groups fed into the corporate Groups.  Workshops with representatives from portfolios or all employees took place to explain the Survey data together with extensive presentations to all portfolios.

With regard to the sharing/monitoring of the Action Plan, Marie Whitefoot explained that this would done through the People Strategy Group.
· Councillor Karen Tomlinson asked how far down the organisational structure were employees involved in these events?
Marie Whitefoot said that all service areas were encouraged to hold their own events and employees had an input into their respective Business Plans.

· What was the cost of producing and administering the Survey and would it be cheaper to allow those employees with network access to complete it online whilst retaining a paper copy for those without computer access?
Marie Whitefoot said that the alternative of online access had been considered for each Survey but a significant number of employees did not have access in work time. Therefore, completing a paper form provided consistency for all employees.  In addition, many employees preferred to complete a paper form as evidenced by their responses on this particular question in the last survey.
· With reference to Appendix B of the briefing note, the percentage of employees (38%) who agreed that ‘senior managers involve me in decisions about change’ appeared to be low, as did that for ‘morale in high in my team’ at 49%.  
Marie Whitefoot responded that employees’ perceptions tended to decrease as the distance from their line manager increased.  With regard to employee morale, this tended to produce ‘mixed’ messages with employees saying that their own morale was high but that team morale was low.  This could be the result of a number of factors, such as the rate of change being experienced within the Council.  David Johnson indicated that the question asks whether morale was high rather than just being satisfactory and that you could therefore not infer that 51% were unhappy.

· In what ways would future changes be managed?
Marie Whitefoot said that employees would be asked what were their perceptions of change, although some considered that management of change had improved.

· With reference to Appendix C of the briefing note, the issue of ‘poor performance dealt with’ showed the result of the Telford & Wrekin 2007 Survey score being sixteen points above that of the Local Government benchmark figure.  In addition, the score for ‘career opportunities’ was seven points above the local government benchmark and matched that of best practice in a local government organisation.
Marie Whitefoot responded that, although employees were not usually aware that action was being taken to address this issue, this result was one of the top comparisons with best local government practice and the local government benchmark, as was that for ‘career opportunities’.  
· Would members be able to see the 2009 Survey Questionnaire?
This was in the process of being developed but Members would be given access once it was completed in late Spring 2009.
Action:
· Copy of 2009 Employee Survey Questionnaire to be circulated to Members once available.
SC4-34
FORWARD PLAN
There were no items in the current Forward Plan that directly related to either the Community Services or Resources Portfolios.
SC4-35
CHAIRMAN’S UPDATE

With regard to the Review of Capacity Building in Rural Communities, the Chairman asked Members, on behalf of the Review Group, to agree to it being discontinued.  This was due to the remaining activities outlined in the terms of reference having already been undertaken by the recently appointed Newport & Rural Locality Manager.  It was suggested that, in order to avoid a duplication of work but to maintain a watching brief, a meeting be arranged with the post holder in the New Year to receive an update on progress on work in the rural areas, including the newly launched Rural Forum meetings.  Members agreed to this course of action.
With regard to the presentation made to the previous meeting on West Mercia Supplies, the Scrutiny Manager said that she would be contacting all members to ask for volunteers to form a procurement working group.  Members were requested to respond by the week commencing 17th November, 2008.
The Scrutiny Manager informed Members that the information relating to the top suppliers of goods and services to the Council, as requested at the previous meeting, had been compiled.  Members had asked for the top ten to fifteen suppliers to be identified but, on compilation, this had proved not to show a broad enough view and the list had been expanded to show the top forty-five suppliers.  In addition the spreadsheet of information showed the current procurement analysed across portfolios.  It was agreed that this information be submitted to the meeting arranged for the 17th November, 2008.
Action:

· Scrutiny Manager to arrange a meeting with Caroline Oakes, Newport & Rural Locality Manager in the New Year.
· Members to inform Scrutiny Manager if they wished to be part of Working Group considering procurement issues.
SC4-27
DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS OF THE COMMISSION

Members noted that, subject to approval of the new Scrutiny structure, the dates of the 22nd January and 2nd April, 2009 would either be used for meetings or cancelled as required.
The Scrutiny Manager informed the Commission that once the Scrutiny arrangements had been approved by Full Council in November, a meeting would be arranged to explain the new structure to Scrutiny co-optees.

Action:

· Scrutiny Manager to arrange a meeting with the co-opted members of the current Scrutiny Commissions to explain the proposed new structure.

The meeting ended at 7.58 p.m.







Chairman:  ……………………………







Date:  ………………………………….
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